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 Institutions of higher education who perform research functions perform an 
immensely important and vital service to society and to the pursuit of new knowledge. 
Institutions of higher education take many forms from small primarily undergraduate 
institutions (PUIs) whose mission is primarily that of instruction and academic pursuits to 
larger institutions whose focus is primarily on research and the discovery of new 
knowledge and solving the world’s biggest problems. However, these norms are not set 
in stone and research is fluid enough to allow even small undergraduate institutions to 
conduct research.  
 In 1988, Sharon Davis conducted a study to understand the conduct of research at 
PUIs. The study’s aim was to understand how and if sponsored project offices at these 
PUIs have the capacity and the investment needed to fully support research. The study 
concluded that management at PUIs have interest in conducting research at their 
institutions, however, Davis concluded that more investment is warranted in research 
support functions at PUIs to support the growth of the research function at these types of 
institutions. It has been 30 years since Davis’ study and the question remains as to 
whether or not PUIs investment in research support functions has improved. In 
conducting the survey based on similar survey questions from the 1988 survey, it appears 
that, in general, staffing size has increased, but investment in terms of annual budget size 
has decreased. This affect, however, has not led to any appreciable gains in output of 
these sponsored project offices at PUIs in terms of active grants administered and annual 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Background 
Higher education institutions are facing difficulties currently with declining 
enrollments, high cost of attending school and a general public that is increasingly 
questioning the merits of higher education when conducting a cost-benefit analysis of 
debt assumed versus wages received with a college degree.  Because of these realities, 
many smaller institutions whose primary mission is that of instruction known as primarily 
undergraduate institutions (PUIs) are seeking additional revenue streams to diversify the 
revenue that PUIs bring in to support their operational needs. Many PUIs do not possess 
large endowments to carry them through rocky financial times. The endowments that 
PUIs do possess unfortunately have seen their rate of return on these investments 
plummet recently. A recent NACUBO report of 802 colleges and universities showed 
that the rate of return on endowments for FY18 was 8.2% as compared to 12.2% in 
FY17. The NACUBO report also points out that 10 year annual return rate increased by 
1.2% in 2018 to 5.8% overall, however, this fall short of the average annual return rate of 
7.2% targeted by institutions.1 Because of this, higher education institutions are under 
pressure to raise spend rates on their endowment earned income to cover operational 
costs to service their students and to continue their mission of instruction. 
Since most PUIs and other larger higher education institutions are reluctant to raise 
their spending rates on their endowments for fear of hurting the amount of their returns. 
PUIs are increasingly looking to diversify their revenue streams with research because of 
the federal funding dollars that they can receive through sponsored program grants. PUIs 
                                                 





actively seek a multitude of funding opportunities they can receive that will help relieve 
budget constraints by funding new laboratory space, equipment, salaries, etc. Indirect 
cost rates received on these sponsored projects help to cover the administrative costs 
necessary to properly fund the efforts needed to support the efforts of researchers by 
means of seeking funding opportunities, budget preparation, accounting, compliance, etc.  
1.2 Research Questions 
The purpose of this research study is to understand the current structure of sponsored 
project offices at PUIs as compared to the study done in 1988 by Sharon Davis on the 
same subject. 
The survey questions were designed to help clarify the current ability for sponsored 
project offices at PUIs to administer sponsored projects according to external funding 
agency guidelines. The following research questions will be investigated: 
1. Has the investment into sponsored project offices at PUIs improved since the 
1988 article by Sharon Davis on the same subject? 
2. Is the current structure of sponsored project offices at PUIs producing the same 
amount of output in terms of number of active sponsored projects administered 
and number of sponsored projects submitted for funding in comparison to the 
1988 study? 
3. What is the feeling of research administrators at PUIs regarding the level of 
investment of management gives to the sponsored project office? 
4. What are the primary needs of research administrator professionals working in 







The objective of this research study is to collect information describing the current 
environment of sponsored project offices at PUIs to understand if management 
investment into these support functions is sufficient to meet the compliance and 
regulatory requirements imposed by external funding agencies. The data collected from 
this study will be compared against similar data collected by Sharon Davis in 1988 to see 
how investment in sponsored project offices at PUIs have evolved in the thirty years 
since Davis’ study was conducted. 
1.4 Significance 
Conducting research at PUIs is different than at large research-intensive institutions. The 
primary mission of PUIs is to train and provide instruction to primarily undergraduate 
students. Because of this, faculty at PUIs are faced with time constraints to conduct 
research because of heavy course loads that faculty at PUIs carry. In order to conduct 
research, faculty must have the support from management to conduct research by giving 
research administrators the resources needed to assist faculty researchers in administering 
sponsored projects. 
In order to fully support faculty in their research endeavors, research administrators 
provide researchers will valuable services that include; search for funding opportunities, 
budget creation, accounting services, compliance and regulatory oversight, etc.  These 
services help support researchers by allowing them to focus and spend more time 
conducting research rather than conducting administrative tasks.  The most important 
significance to understand with administering sponsored projects at PUIs is to understand 





or whether it takes place at a small PUI with less than 1,000 FTE student enrollment, the 
rules and regulations required for conducting sponsored project administration are the 
same. The difference is the PUIs ability to handle the considerable costs associated with 
























Chapter 2: Review of Literature 
2.1 Sharon Davis 1988 Study 
The study done by Sharon Davis in 1988 appeared in the Fall 1988 edition of the 
Research Management Review Journal presented by the National Council of Research 
Administrators (NCURA)2.  Davis’ study researched how PUIs with a small volume of 
sponsored projects encouraged research, how external funding was procured and how the 
programs were administered once awarded. Because of the small nature of PUIs and the 
fact that these institutions’ mission is not centered on research, rather they are centered 
around instruction and training, the data Davis collected on the research function at PUIs 
was limited. The data collected in Davis’ study consisted of basic demographic 
information from roughly 78 respondents at PUIs. Examples (not all-inclusive) of data 
collected include: 
1. Size of institution in terms of FTE student enrollment 
2. Size and number of sponsored projects proposed and actively administered during 
the year. 
3. Number of FTE professionals working in the sponsored project offices 
4. Amount of annual budget awarded by management to the sponsored project 
office. 
The significance of comparing these similar data sets vs models is to understand 
how the structure, support and investment in sponsored project offices at PUIs has 
evolved in the 30 years since Davis’ study came out.  Unfortunately for PUIs, the federal 
government requires the same amount of regulation and oversight of the use of federal 
                                                 
2 Davis, S. (1988). Research Administration at Predominately Undergraduate Institutions with a Small 





funds as those at large R1 rated research institutions regardless of the size of the federal 
award. Recent attempts to simplify the compliance regulations over sponsored projects 
have occurred for example in the creation of the Office of Management and Budget’s 
Uniform Guidance that seeks to streamline the funding requirements of the various 
federal funding agencies such as NSF and NIH into one set of rules that are uniform to 
help research administrators better comply with federal regulations over sponsored 
projects.  
          The level of investment that management at PUIs place in their sponsored project 
offices varies depending on several factors such as, size of institution, size of research 
portfolio, financial stability of the institution, etc. As mentioned in previous sections, 
PUIs, in general, are smaller and less research oriented than large R1 rated research 
institutions. In Davis’ study describing the investment those in a management role at 
PUIs make in their sponsored project office, 44% of the respondents reported that they 
did not have a full-time professional working in the sponsored projects office. 32% of the 
respondents reported that they employ at least one full-time professional to administer the 
PUIs sponsored projects3.  Davis concluded that management, based on the data 
collected, was reluctant to invest in professional research administrators. This statement 
was made in 1988, the goal of this study, conducted in 2019 seeks to find out if this 
conclusion remains the same, improved, or worsened in the thirty years since Davis’ 
study was released. The significance of this statement is crucial to understanding the 
future of research and research administration at PUIs. 
2.2 PUI Structure 
                                                 
3 Davis, S. (1988). Research Administration at Predominately Undergraduate Institutions with a Small 





          PUIs are first and foremost institutions of instruction for undergraduate students. 
Faculty at PUIs are concerned mostly with instruction. Because of this, faculty at PUIs 
often have heavy course-loads that do not allow for or make it difficult to obtain course 
release time to conduct research. Before discussing the structure of PUIs and how it fits 
within the conduct of research, it is important to understand what a PUI is. To do this we 
will use the NSF’s definition of a PUI that they use to distinguish qualifications for 
funding. The definition is as follows: 
“U.S. two-year, four-year, masters-level, and small doctoral colleges and universities 
that (1) grant baccalaureate degrees in NSF-supported fields, or provide programs of 
instruction for students pursuing such degrees with institutional transfers (e.g., two-year 
schools), (2) have undergraduate enrollment exceeding graduate enrollment, and (3) 
award an average of no more than 10 Ph.D. or D.Sc. degrees per year in all NSF-
supportable disciplines.”4 
          The definition that the NSF gives to PUIs indicates that the mission of PUIs is to 
serve a majority of undergraduate student population in addition to a smaller number of 
graduate and Ph.D. students. The service of undergraduate students requires that the PUI 
faculty focus primarily on teaching. Faculty at R1institutions often have access to more 
graduate students and post-doc research assistants to help them with their research which 
creates more time and space for research faculty at R1 institutions to produce high-
quality research publications. Course load demands are also a large factor in creating the 
time necessary to conduct research. While faculty at R1 institutions may teach 1 to 3 
courses per year, faculty at PUIs will generally teach between 6 to 8 courses per year.5 
                                                 
4 Polito, C. (2013). Performing Research at Primarily Undergraduate Institutions. 





2.3 Compliance & Regulatory Environment 
 Vanderbilt University conducted a study in 2015 that looked at the regulatory and 
compliance environment that faces higher education. The Vanderbilt study included 13 
universities of different sizes. Vanderbilt’s study concluded that research personnel in 
academic departments spent the most time on compliance issues. As seen in table 1 
below; 15% of research staff’s time is taken up with compliance related work. The next 
highest was 13% for non-research (academic), followed by 13% for research faculty and 








Figure 1 above shows that the research function takes up the most time in terms of 
compliance as compared to non-research compliance requirements. Since the Vanderbilt 
study included 13 institutions of varying sizes, it shows that the burden of research 
compliance is felt not only at small PUIs, but also at larger research institutions. The 
impact of figure 1 shows the burden of compliance when comparing the time spent on 
compliance between research faculty and staff to that of non-research, i.e. academic 
faculty and staff. For research faculty and staff, a combined 28% is spent on research 
                                                 
6 Vanderbilt University (2015). Federal Regulatory Cost Burden. A Multi-Institutional Study: Overview and 
Findings 





compliance matters. In contrast, a combined 17% is spent by academic staff and faculty 
on compliance matters. Since the Vanderbilt study includes both large and small 
institutions, the data in figure 1 indicates the disparity in average compliance time 
between research and academic compliance, where research compliance consumes on 
average more time for faculty and staff. 
2.4 Management Investment in PUI Sponsored Project Offices 
 Many PUIs have turned to research as a way to diversify their revenue streams. 
Because of this management at PUIs desire their researchers and research administrators 
to submit more proposals and for more federal funding to be secured. While this goal is 
required to build the research function at the PUI, management need to understand the 
requirements and difficulties involved in meeting this goal. According to the 2017 Higher 
Education Research & Development Survey (HERD) conducted by the NSF, 644 
institutions surveyed who expended more than $150,000 of federal R&D expenditures, 
the top 4% of institutions surveyed received 40% of the funding7. Because the PUIs lack 
the resources to compete with larger research institutions, landing large NSF or other 
federal agency funding is made more difficult, which makes investing in research and 
research administration even more important if the PUI wants to remain competitive for 
future funding.  Factors such as lower credibility, lack of research administration 
personnel, physical infrastructure, etc. all play a factor in federal funding distribution8. 
                                                 
7 National Science Foundation, National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics. (2018). Higher 
Education R&D Expenditures, ranked by FY 2017 R&D expenditures: FYs 2008-17  
 
8 Niles, S. M. (2016). Environmental change and adaptation in Kentucky emerging research institution 





 Scott Niles conducted a study of sponsored project offices at emerging research 
institutions in Kentucky. His study included communications with several research 
administrators at PUIs in which he asked about the level of support they receive from 
management into their sponsored project offices. According to one research administrator 
at Appalachian State when asked about management views on research administration, 
the research administrator replied “leadership wasn’t really interested in the compliance 
side. A lot of focus went on the fact that we have all this money, but not on what’s really 




























                                                 






Chapter 3: Research Methodology, Data Analysis, and Discussion 
 
3.1 Problem Statement 
Management at PUIs are under more pressure than ever to bring in more revenue, 
whether it be traditional student tuition and fees, investment income from endowments, 
sponsorships and donations to help fund capital campaigns, scholarships and other related 
items. Because of tight budgets and thin margins to meet operational needs, management 
at PUIs are constantly looking for ways to raise money and to provide budget relief. 
Research provides an avenue to accomplish both of these goals However, in order to 
realize the most benefit from federally sponsored research projects, management at PUIs 
are often tempted to cut investment in support costs. Cutting support in terms of 
personnel and financial investment in sponsored project offices carries a risk of audit 
findings, loss of future federal funding, and loss of public support for research being 
conducted at the PUI.  
The intent of this thesis study is to compare the structure of sponsored project offices 
at PUIs against the study done in 2019 against a similar study done in 1988. It is hoped 
that this study will lead to an understanding of how management at PUIs are currently 
investing institutional funds in their research administration offices to support not only 
the research faculty conducting the research, but also to show commitment to meeting the 
administrations requirements of conducting research using external funds. 
3.2 Research Methodology 
 3.2.1 Author Experience – This study will examine the support and performance 
of sponsored project offices at PUIs by comparing a similar study on sponsored project 





structures in 2019. The study will examine similarities or differences that exist in 
sponsored project offices structures at PUIs in the thirty years since the original study 
was done and what we can learn from it in regard to the evolution of sponsored project 
administration efforts. 
3.2.2 Survey – The data for this study was collected through a survey distributed 
to listservs of research administrators at PUIs. The listservs that the survey was 
distributed to were as follows: 
1. NCURA Collaborate – Primarily Undergraduate Institutions Community 
2. CLASP – Colleges of Liberal Arts Sponsored Project discussion group. 
The survey questions were divided into two sections and consisted of a total of 14 
questions. The first section was devised to gather information on the current 
demographics of the PUI sponsored project offices. These demographics include size of 
the institution in terms of FTE students, number of sponsored projects currently active, 
amount of annual federal expenditures, size of annual budget for the sponsored project 
office, etc. The second part of the survey was devised to glean information from the 
respondents on their thoughts and opinions on the effectiveness of their ability to 
properly administer the sponsored projects at their institution. Question were also asked 
of the respondents to rate the support given to their office by management and to ask 
what the primary need of their office is to more effectively administer current awards and 
to procure additional awards in the future. 
The survey did not include any required questions so as not to pressure the 
respondents into answering any questions that they did not feel comfortable in answering. 





possible. It was intention to use these particular listservs because the members of these 
listservs represent institutions from all regions of the United States so as not to create any 
regional bias in the survey results. The research and survey were approved through the 
Johns Hopkins Institutional Review Board (HIRB). The survey questions are listed in 
Addendum A, the HIRB acknowledgement letter is provided in Addendum B and the 
survey results are listed in Addendum C. 
3.3 Data Analysis 
 3.3.1 Survey Data – A survey was conducted to understand the current 
demographics of sponsored project offices at PUIs and to understand if staffing and 
financial resources are sufficient enough to properly administer sponsored projects. The 
survey data will be used in comparison to the 1988 study by Sharon Davis on the same 
subject to draw comparisons between the state of sponsored project office at PUIs in 
1988 to those in 2019. There was a total of 75 responses to the survey. The following is a 
summary of the data collected from the survey: 
 Question #1 – What is the current size of your institution (in terms of full-time 
student enrollment)? There was a total of 75 responses to this question. See table 2 
below. Question #1 was a multiple-choice question that asks the respondents to indicate 









 Table 2 above indicates a majority (60%) of the respondents came from 
institutions in the range of zero to 3,000 full-time student enrollment. 16% came from 
institutions between 3,001 and 6,000 FTE enrollments, while 8% of respondents came 
from large PUIs with over 12,000 FTE student enrollments.  
 Question #2 – How many sponsored projects are currently active at the 
institution? There was a total of 75 responses to this question and the results are listed in 








 The majority of respondents (83%) had a range of active sponsored projects of 
between 0 and 75. 15% reported active grants of between 76 and 150. One response was 
given to each of the ranges of 151-250 and 250+ active awards. 
 Question #3 – What is the current annual grant expenditures (all grants, i.e. 
federal, state, private, foundation, etc.)? There was a total of 75 responses to this question 




 The majority of the responses (64%) indicated that their annual grant expenditures 
across all award types was greater than $1million. The largest percentage of respondents 
(37%) indicated that they spend in excess of $2million in grant expenditures across all 
sources of funding, i.e. federal, state, private, foundation, etc.  
 Question #4 – What is the average size of the active awards at your institution? 









 The majority of respondents (58%) indicated that the average size of the active 
awards at their institution ranges between $100,000 and $500,000. The next highest 
percentage (29%) was in the range of $50,001 and $100,000. 
 Questions #5 – How many proposals are submitted annually by the sponsored 
projects office? There was a total of 73 responses to this question and the results can be 







 The majority of respondents (64%) reported submitting between 0 and 50 
proposals annually. The next highest (27%) submitted between 51 and 100 annually. 
 Questions #6 – What is the size of the sponsored project office (in terms of 
FTE’s)? There was a total of 75 responses to this question and the results can be seen in 
table 7 below. 
 
Figure 7 
 The majority (72%) of respondents reported that their sponsored project offices 
are staffed between .5 and 2 FTE research administrators performing pre and post-award 
tasks. 8% reported having less than one FTE in their office. 24% of respondents reported 
having between 2 and 4 FTE’s. 
 Question #7 – How many current staff in the sponsored project office holds a 
dual role that serves both the research and non-research function of the institution? There 







 The majority (80%) of respondents indicated that their office has between 0 and 1 
staff member that serves a dual role, i.e. splits time between research administration 
duties and non-research administration-oriented duties. 
 Question #8 – What is the annual operating budget for the sponsored projects 
office? There was a total of 74 responses to this question and the results can be seen in 








 The majority of respondents (46%) reported sponsored projects office annual 
budget of $15,000 or less. 23% of respondents reported in excess of $100,000 for their 
annual operating budget. 
 Question #9 – How long has the sponsored project office at your institution been 
in existence? There was a total of 75 responses to this question and the results can be 
seen in table 10 below. 
 
Figure 10 
 69% of respondents reported that their sponsored projects office has been in 
existence between 5 and 20 years, 20% reported being in existence 5 years or less. 
 Question #10 – Who does the sponsored project office report to? There was a 







 The majority of respondents to this question was split between reporting to the 
provost (57%) and advancement (27%). 
 Question #11 – How would you rate the effectiveness of the sponsored project 
office at your institution to meet the requirements of sponsored project administration? 








 This question asked respondents to respond on a linear scale with 1 being 
ineffective, 3 being neutral and 5 being effective. The majority of respondents indicated a 
4 (49%) on their opinion scale. 
 Question #12 – How would you rate the support given to the sponsored project 
office at your institution by management in terms of staffing and funding? There was a 







 This question asked respondents to respond on a linear scale with 1 being poor, 3 
being neutral and 5 being excellent. The majority of respondents (36%) reported neutral 
feelings of management support to the sponsored project office. 35% of respondents were 
in the 1-2 range indicating poor satisfaction with management support and 29% were in 
the 4-5 range indicating excellent satisfaction with management support. 
 Question #13 – In your opinion, what is the primary need of the sponsored 
project office at your institution to make it more effective? This was an open-ended 
opinion question that received 69 responses. Of the 69 responses, 54.5% made reference 
to more staffing needed, especially on the post-award side. Of the 37 respondents that 
indicated additional staffing is needed, 8 made specific mention that additional post-
award personnel are needed to handle compliance work. Other respondents stated a need 





 Questions #14 – Are there any additional comments you wish to provide? This 
also was an open-ended question to which there were 19 responses. Not enough 
meaningful data was collected for this question to include in the analysis of the study. 
3.4 Discussion of Data Results and Analysis 
3.4.1 Survey Analysis - The information gathered from the survey form a basis 
from which to analyze and compare to the data from Davis’ 1988 study. In total there 
were 75 respondents to this survey. 
The data in the survey’s in 1988 and 2019 measure sponsored project office 
demographics at PUIs. Since the data in both surveys include data from different size 
institutions (1988 data includes PUIs that are larger in terms of enrollment and annual 
budget). The main goal of comparing the 1988 and 2019 surveys is to seek an 
understanding of how staffing levels at PUI sponsored project offices have evolved and 
whether this evolution of PUI sponsored project offices in the thirty years between the 
two surveys have increased the output of these offices on a per staff member basis. The 
main data sets that will be used to analyze this goal will be; 1. Staffing size, 2. Budget 
size, 3. Active grants administered and 4. Proposals submitted annually.  
Before beginning the analysis, a look at the size of the institutions represented in 
the two surveys is warranted. Figure 14 below is a chart that illustrates the size of the 
institutions included in both the 1988 survey and the 2019 survey. The size of the 







When looking at the raw data from the two survey’s in terms of the enrollment 
size of the institutions surveyed, both survey’s include PUIs with small sponsored project 
research endeavors. The survey from 1988 (marked in blue) include more institutions 
with higher enrollment than that of the institutions surveyed in 2019 (marked in orange). 
In comparing the institutions represented in both survey results, the size of the institution 
by enrollment size is an important aspect to consider for future discussions of sponsored 
project office budget size, active grants administered, and the number of proposals 
submitted annually by the sponsored project offices at these PUIs. The conclusion is that 
the institutions in the 1988 survey are on average larger than those institutions in the 
2019 survey and as such an assumption can be made that institutional resources are 
greater at those institutions in the 1988 survey. Resources such as budget size, staffing 
size, lab space, and other research related resources can be assumed to be better at these 
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Figure 15 below is a comparison chart that illustrates that range of annual 
operating budgets measured in terms of dollars given to the sponsored project offices on 
an annual basis. 
 
Figure 15 
Because of the larger sizes of the institutions represented in the 1988 survey, the 
range of annual budgets to the sponsored project office appear to be more evenly 
distributed. This may be due in part because of the wider variety of institution size in the 
institutions represented in the 1988 survey, where the institutions surveyed in 2019 
largely concentrated in the 1500-3000 FTE enrollment range. The dollar ranges are based 
on the ranges similar to the ranges from the 1988 survey. Indexing these dollar ranges 
used in the 1988 survey to 2019 for inflation would significantly increase the value of the 
annual budget for the institutions surveyed in 1988. 
Figure 16 below illustrates the number of FTE research administration 
professionals that were employed in the sponsored project offices included in the 1988 
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Despite the larger size of the institutions in 1988 in terms of enrollment and 
annual budget size, the data in figure 16 appears to indicate that the institutions in 2019 
despite being smaller in terms of enrollment and annual budget size employed more staff 
in their sponsored project offices. 
Figure 17 below illustrates both active grants administered as well as the 
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 The data in figure 17 above shows that for both active grants administered, and 
annual proposals submitted by these PUI sponsored project offices are largely equal in 
terms of their overall output. The significance of the data in figure 18 is that despite the 
differences in enrollment and staffing size between the two survey’s, it appears that the 
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Chapter 4: Conclusion and Recommendations 
4.1 Research Conclusions 
 Despite the larger institution and budget size in the 1988 survey (which assumes 
more resources in terms of lab space, equipment, etc.) the number of active and proposals 
submitted annually did not increase significantly over the institutions in the 2019 survey. 
While the respondent institutions in 2019 had on average more FTE personnel, they are 
operating on smaller budgets and were not improving upon the number of active grants 
and proposals submitted annually over the respondents in the 1988 survey. Reasons for 
these results could be as follows: 
1. Low budgets are an indication of low investment in sponsored project offices by 
management. 
2. PUIs are not taking advantage of modern technology such as ERA software to 
help automate and mitigate redundant processes, instead they are relying on 
outdated manual processes to administer sponsored projects. 
3. Compliance and regulatory matters involving research administration has grown 
exponentially since the 1988 survey was conducted.  
4. PUIs are facing significant budget crunches that is not allowing investment in 
sponsored project offices that will yield higher funding and proposals submittal 
5. Competition for funding is becoming harder for PUIs to compete for. 
4.2 Recommendations 
This study found that overall, the larger institutions in the 1988 study were providing 
more output in terms of active grants administered and proposals submitted using less 





than it was in 1988 which could account for the increase of staff needed to administer the 
increased burden of compliance and regulatory matters. 
Additional factors such as the changing landscape of higher education has also played 
a role in that decreased enrollments have forced higher education institutions to decrease 
their budgets and especially with PUIs, rethink their traditional role as a purely teaching 
institution. Because of this, PUIs should invest more in research functions and provide 
latitude for faculty to conduct and submit grant proposals for federal, state, and private 
funding. While this type of funding does not create an additional revenue stream, 
research funding does provide critical budget relief that will allow PUIs that ability to 
educate and train future researchers at the undergraduate level. 
Regardless of staff size, annual budget or institution size, the critical element of the 
two study’s shows that the output (active grants administered, and proposals submitted 
annually) of these PUI sponsored project offices has not increased in the thirty years 
between the two study’s. While professional organizations such as NCURA has increased 
their support of research administration professionals in the U.S. and around the world, 
there seems to remain a reluctance on the part of senior leadership at PUIs to further 
invest in sponsored project research. It is my conclusion and recommendation that PUIs 
would be best served to diversify their educational offerings from that of traditional 
academic pursuits to include more research. It is also my opinion that doing so will 
increase the prestige of the institutions, recruit more students interested in research to 






While growing the research function at PUIs is warranted, senior leadership at PUIs 
who decide on increasing their research footprint must also be aware that support of 
sponsored project administration must be taken into account to properly grow and protect 
those involved in research at the PUI. Pre-award and post-award functions exist to 
increase the amount of sponsored project opportunities as well as providing risk-
management services to protect the institution from compliance issues, research 
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